
Order of the Grant County

Board of Equalization

Property Owner: REC Solar Grade Silicon LLC

Parcel Number( s): 091759600

Assessment Year: 2015 Petition Number: 2015- 151

Having considered the evidence presented by the parties in this appeal, the Board hereby: 
sustains  overrules the determination of the assessor. 

Assessor' s True and Fair Value BOE True and Fair Value Determination
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This decision is based on our finding from: 
Washington State law which directs that the true and fair market value of property shall be based upon sales
of the subject property, or sales of comparable properties, made within the past five years, cost, cost less
depreciation, reconstruction cost less depreciation, or capitalization of income. " True and fair" value is

market value; that is, the price to be paid by a willing buyer to a willing seller. 

Washington State law further stipulates that the assessment determined by the County Assessor is presumed
to be correct and can only be overcome by presentation of clear, cogent and convincing evidence that the
value is incorrect. 

The issue before the Board is the January 1, 2015, true and fair market value. A hearing was held on May
26, 2016, before the Board of Equalization. The appellants representative, Michelle DeLappe, attorney for
REC Solar Grade Silicon and Michael Van Slyke, Corporate Controller for REC Solar Grade Silicon, were

in attendance at the hearing and the Assessor' s office was represented by Melissa Hortiz, Chief Appraiser
and Carl Klingeman, Appraiser for State of Washington, Property Tax Division. 

The Assessor valued the property at $ 310,051, 0 0 for the 2015 assessment year. The owners appealed, 
asserting a value of $72, 550, 105. 

The subject property is located at 3508 Rd. N NE, Moses Lake, Washington. Subject project is
approximately 206 acres and zoned industrial within the city limits of Moses Lake, Washington. The
subject is a polycrystalline silicon facility (solar grade silicon), refines silicon metal to 99. 99 percent pure

Silicon gas production facilities (silicon metal to gas), Poly-silicon disposition reactor facilities (gas to

silicone) production support facilities, ancillary buildings, with employee support facilities, and parking. 

Ms. DeLappe submitted confidential information to the board and the Assessor' s Office. This information
contained: 10 page cover letter with overview of the appeal, Exhibit A— Taxpayer' s Appeal, Exhibit B— 

Allocation of Values, Exhibit C— Swedbank Presentation Excerpt, Exhibit D— World-Wide Solar- Grade
Polysilicon Demand by Country, Exhibit E— Donald Wiggins, " Matching Cash Flows and Discount Rates
in Discounted Cash Flow Appraisals," Exhibit F— Appraisal Institute, The Appraisal of Real Estate ( 14t' 
ed.) pp. 458- 459, Exhibit G— Aswath Damodaran, Investment Valuation: Tools and Techniques for
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Deterinining the Value of Any Asset ( 2d ed. 2002), p. 60, Exhibit H— Shannon P. Pratt and Roger J. 
Grabowski, Cost of Capital: Application and Examples (

4t' 
ed. 2010) pp. 51, 60, EYhibit I— Revenue

Comparison, Exhibit J— Assessor' s DCF with Corrections and Exhibit K— 2015 Department of Revenue
County Ratios. 

Mr. Van Slyke explained the solar industry value chain, Moses Lake plant only manufactures the first step, 
the production of solar grade polysilicon, used to make solar panels. Mr. Van Slyke also explained the solar
market and the history of the plant, stock and plant closures as well as the China tariff issues. 
Exhibit C- 2 is a graph that shows that polysilicon is losing cash, which stated in November 2011 and has
steadily declined. REC closed Silane 4 mid-year of 2015. In early 2016 they shut down the facility to reduce
inventories that were on hand. There is a partial restart this week, because it is better to run the facility in
hopes to find customers and sell down the product. 

Ms. DeLappe eYplained what would a buyer expect as of 1/ 1/ 2015- 
Ms. DeLappe stated: " The Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practices L SPAP by the Appraisal
Foundation in 2016/ 2017 Edition have clarified the rule about the use of data subsequent to the effective
date of evaluation by saying " if market evidence that data subsequent to the effective date was consistent
with market expectations as of the effective date, the subsequent data should be used." 

That is the situation we are in here. It' s only in the absence of such evidence that the effective date should
be used as the cut- off date for the data considered by the appraiser." 

Ms. DeLappe stated in her letter that the taxpayer' s appraisal contains all three approaches to value: sales
comparison approach, the cost approach and the income approach. When valuing complex industrial
properties, buyers and sellers typically rely on a discounted cash flow DCF approach. The income approach
is a 16- year DCF analysis, the sales comparison approach which the taxpayer' s appraisal considers the sale
of a 30- percent interest in the subject property as it existed in August, 2005, and cost approach adjusted for
external, or economic, obsolescence. 

The final topic of discussion was equalization, Ms. DeLappe felt that since the level of assessment of real
property in Grant County in 2015 was 84. 1 percent, as shown in Exhibit E, The Washington Constitution
requires Lmiformity in assessing all property at the same percentage of market value and specifies that all
real property shall be one class for this purpose. The taxpayer is entitled to have its real property assessed at
the same percentage of marlcet value as the general level of assessment in Grant County. Accordingly, the
value of the real property should be fiirther reduced to the saine percentage of market value as other real
property in Grant County. 

Mr. Klingeman' s appraisal report was provided to the board and the appellant. This infarmation included
Revised 2015 Advisory Appraisal report. Mr. Klingeman' s opinion of value is $ 350, 000, 000. Board

Member, Gary Mann asked Mr. Klingeman if he used the market approach, Mr. Klingeman stated that he
did, with a lot less assumptions in it, also used income approach and blended the two. 

Ms. Hortiz stated that the 84. 1 ratio in equalization does not include industrial property. DOR uses a small
sample with the majority from single family residences and some commercial. That ratio is from DOR and
should not be used in this case. 
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The Board agrees with the information provided by the appellant and the Assessor' s Office and believes it
adequately reflects the subject' s important value related characteristics. The taxpayer has provided
sufficient evidence to overturn the assessor' s presumption of correctness. Therefore the Board sets the value

at $ 234, 447, 810 based on oral and written testimony from the appellant and the appraisal report from DOR
representative. 

Dated this i day of J Ut.fl. ,( ye)  t 

f , , f c i? G' 
C  erson' s S` re C rk' s Signature
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NOTICE

This order can be appealed to the State Board of Tax Appeals by filing a notice of appeal with them
at PO Box 40915, Olympia, WA 98504- 0915 or at their website at bta.state.wa.us/ appeal/ forms.htm

within thirty days of the date of mailing of this order. The Notice of Appeal form is available fi-om
either your countv assessor or the State Board. 

To ask about the availability of this publication in an alternate format for the visually impaired, please call I- 800- 647- 7706. 
Teletype ( TTY) users use the Washin ton Relay Service by calling 71 l. For tax assistance, call ( 360) 534- 1400. 

Distribution: • Assessor • Petitioner • BOE File
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